REMARKS 

The present application was filed on October 10, 2003 with claims 1-35. Claims 9 and 23 
have been canceled without prejudice, and claims 11-14 and 26-34 have been provisionally 
withdrawn. Claims 1-8, 10, 15-22, 24, 25 and 35 remain pending and claims 1, 15, 25 and 35 are 
the pending independent claims. 

In the outstanding Office Action dated April 6, 2007, the Examiner: (i) rejected claims 1-8, 
10, 1 5-22, 24, 25 and 35 under 35 U.S.C. §112, first paragraph; (ii) rejected claims 1, 2, 7, 8, 10, 1 5, 
16, 21, 22, 24, 25 and 35 under 35 U.S.C. §103(a) as being anticipated by S. Tuecke et al. "Grid 
Service Specification," (hereinafter "Tuecke") in view of S. Abiteboul, "Issues in Monitoring Web 
Data," (hereinafter "Abiteboul"); (iii) rejected claims 5, 6, 19 and 20 under 35 U.S.C. §103(a) as 
being unpatentable over Tuecke in view of Abiteboul and P. Brittenham, "An Overview of the Web 
Services Inspection Language," (hereinafter "Brittenham"); and (iv) rejected claims 3, 4, 17 and 1 8 
under 35 U.S.C. § 1 03(a) as being unpatentable over Tuecke in view of Abiteboul and L. Lim et al., 
"Characterizing Web Document Change," (hereinafter "Lim"). 

With regardto the rejection of claim 1-8, 10, 15-22, 24, 25 and 35 under 35 U.S.C. §112, first 
paragraph, Applicants assert that the subject claims comply with the written description requirement. 
Specifically, Applicants assert that the limitation of "automatically collecting at least a portion of 
the one or more changed service description documents" is supported in the Specification at page 
1 1 , line 26, through page 1 2, line 2, where it states that a chain change detection module 1 06 collects 
the set of changed service description document links. Further, Applicants assert that the limitation 
of "a user-specified maximum level of granularity" is supported in the Specification at page 1 2, lines 
7-11, where it describes a configurable exploration mechanism for change detection at various 
granularity through specificying the maximum depth or level to traverse. The Specification further 
states that the granularity is configurable. As such the claims contain subject matter that was 
described in the specification in such a way as to reasonably convey to one skilled in the relevant art 
that the inventors, at the time the application was filed, had possession of the claimed invention. 
Accordingly, Applicants respectfully request withdrawal ofthe§ 112 rejection of claims 1-8, 10, 15- 
22, 24, 25 and 35. 

With regard to the rejection of claims 1, 2, 7, 8, 10, 15, 16, 21, 22, 24, 25 and 35 under 35 
U.S.C. § 103(b) as being unpatentable over Tuecke in view of Abiteboul, Applicants respectfully 
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assert that the combined teaching of Tuecke and Abiteboul fails to at least teach, suggest or render 
obvious the limitations of the independent claims. 

Independent claim 1 recites that the searching step is configurable to be performed to a user- 
specified maximum level of granularity. Claims 15, 25 and 35 recite similar limitations. Tuecke 
discloses service data that refers to descriptive information about a grid service instance. However, 
as admitted by the Examiner, Tuecke fails to disclose that the search is configurable to be performed 
to a user-specified maximum level of granularity, as recited in the independent claims of the present 
invention. The Examiner contends that Abiteboul describes this limitation. However, Abiteboul 
discloses that an owner of a private web site may let other use information from it by publishing the 
semantics of the site and the means to obtain information from it. Publishing semanitics and means 
to obtain information from a web site fails to relate to the configuration of a search and a user- 
specified maximum level of granularity. Therefore the combined teaching of Tuecke and Abiteboul 
fails to teach suggest or render obvious a search configurable to be performed to a user-specified 
maximum level of granularity. 

Dependent claims 2, 7, 8, 10, 16 and 21, 22 and 24 are patentable at least by virtue of their 
dependency from independent claims 1 and 15, and also contain patentable subject matter in their 
own right. Accordingly, withdrawal of the rejection to claims 1, 2, 7, 8, 10, 15, 16, 21, 22, 24, 25 
and 35 under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) is respectfully requested. 

With regard to the rejection of claims 5, 6, 19 and 20 under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Tuecke in view of Abiteboul and Brittenham, Applicants respectfully assert that 
the cited combination fails to at least meet the limitations of the independent claims. Brittenham 
discloses an overview of the Web Services Inspection Language, a service discovery mechanism that 
addresses a different subset of requirements using a distributed usage model, but fails to remedy the 
deficiencies described above with regard to the amended independent claims and the combination 
of Tuecke and Abiteboul. Accordingly, withdrawal of the rejection to claims 5, 6, 1 9 and 20 under 
35 U.S.C. §103 (a) is respectfully requested. 

With regard to the rejection of claims 3, 4, 17 and 18 under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Tuecke in view of Abiteboul and Lim, Applicants respectfully assert that the cited 
combination fails to at least meet the limitations of the independent claims. Lim discloses a study 
on how web documents change, but fails to remedy the deficiencies described above with regard to 
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the amended independent claims and the combination of Tuecke and Abiteboul. Accordingly, 
withdrawal of the rejection to claims 3, 4, 17 and 18 under 35 U.S.C. §103(a) is respectfully 
requested. 

In view of the above, Applicants believe that claims 1-8, 10, 15-22, 24, 25 and 35 are in 
condition for allowance, and respectfully request withdrawal of the §1 12 and §103(a) rejections. 
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